
G207-192
Continued

G207-193

2006/G207

G207-192 Continued

G207-193
Sections 4.7.1.5 and 4.7.4 contain information on the potential
occurrence of gray whales, potential impacts associated with the
proposed Project and pertinent mitigation measures during gray
whale migration.



G207-193
Continued

G207-194

G207-195

2006/G207

G207-193 Continued

G207-194
Section 4.7 and Appendix I have been updated with the most
recent available information and to reflect the status of the ongoing
Section 7 ESA consultation for threatened and endangered marine
species.

G207-195
Section 4.7 contains updated stock assessments for marine
mammals in the Project vicinity according to the latest available
information from NOAA. In addition, marine mammal experts have
been consulted regarding potential impacts and mitigation, and
based upon their expertise, text in Section 4.7 has been clarified
(see Appendix I).



G207-195
Continued

G207-196

2006/G207

G207-195 Continued

G207-196
The discussion of offshore construction impacts in Section 4.6.4
has been revised, as applicable, to indicate that offshore pipeline
construction would not occur during the gray whale migration
period, which lasts from November through June.



G207-196
Continued

G207-197

G207-198

G207-199

2006/G207

G207-196 Continued

G207-197
Section 4.7.4 contains updated information on uptake volumes and
potential impacts of seawater uptake and discharge on marine
biota, including ichthyoplankton from intake of seawater, from
thermal discharges of cooling water. The ichthyoplankton impact
analysis (Appendix H1) includes both literature results and data
from California Cooperative Oceanic Fisheries Investigations
(CalCOFI) surveys. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently
collected over a period of time and are the best scientific data
currently available.

G207-198
Monitoring at the site will result in site-specific data for subsequent
review by regulatory agencies. See response below. In addition, the
ichthyoplankton analysis (Appendix H1 and within Section 4.7) has
been revised to reflect current intake volumes. See the response to
the preceding comment. While not specifically required, the lead
agencies have caused several original studies, such as the
ichthyoplankton analysis, to be prepared to enhance the analysis of
the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project.
However, as provided by section 15204, State CEQA Guidelines,
"CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or
demanded by commentors."

G207-199
The USEPA has indicated in its draft NPDES permit that monitoring
will be required. The LNG carrier intake was not considered
because normal shipboard cooling intakes for habitability are not
within the required scope of this analysis. In addition, since cargo
transfer pumps are on the FSRU, cooling water intakes associated
with necessary power generation are accounted for in the FSRU
intakes.



G207-199
Continued

G207-200

G207-201

2006/G207

G207-199 Continued

G207-200
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The previously proposed FSRU generator engine cooling
system used seawater as the source of cooling water for the four
generator engines. The Applicant now proposes using a closed
tempered loop cooling system that circulates water from two of the
eight submerged combustion vaporizers (SCVs) through the engine
room and back to the SCVs, which reduces the seawater intake
volume by about 60 percent. The seawater cooling system would
remain in place to serve as a backup system during maintenance of
the SCVs or when the inert gas generator is operating. Section
2.2.2.4 contains a description of the proposed uptakes and water
uses for the FSRU.

Section 4.7.4 contains information on uptake volumes and potential
impacts of seawater uptake and discharge on marine biota,
including ichthyoplankton from intake of seawater, and from thermal
discharges of cooling water. The ichthyoplankton impact analysis
(Appendix H1) includes both literature results and data from
California Cooperative Oceanic Fisheries Investigations (CalCOFI)
surveys. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently collected over a
period of time and are the best scientific data currently available.

G207-201
Potential impacts on ichthyoplankton are presented in Appendix H1
and summarized in Section 4.7.4. Ichthyoplankton impacts
assumed 100 percent mortality, and did not depend upon any
assumed biological effectiveness of filters or grills. See also the
response to the comment at the bottom of page 78 and the top of
this page of this letter.



G207-201
Continued

G207-202

G207-203

2006/G207

G207-201 Continued

G207-202
The CalCOFI database was used as the most appropriate and
available specific source of current ichthyoplankton data for the
site. While not specifically required, the lead agencies have caused
several original studies, such as the ichthyoplankton analysis, to be
prepared to enhance the analysis of the potential environmental
impacts of the proposed Project. However, as provided by section
15204, State CEQA Guidelines, "CEQA does not require a lead
agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
experimentation recommended or demanded by commentors."

G207-203
As stated above, the CalCOFI database was used as the most
appropriate and available specific source of current ichthyoplankton
data for the site. While not specifically required, the lead agencies
have caused several original studies, such as the ichthyoplankton
analysis, to be prepared to enhance the analysis of the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed Project. However, as
provided by section 15204, State CEQA Guidelines, "CEQA does
not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded
by commentors."

Further, section 15125(a), State CEQA Guidelines, provides in part,
"An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental
conditions in the vicinity of the Project, as they exist at the time the
notice of preparation is published..." (emphasis added). The
information within the document meets and exceeds this
requirement.



G207-203
Continued

G207-204

2006/G207

G207-203 Continued

G207-204
Again, the CalCOFI database was used as the most appropriate
and available specific source of current ichthyoplankton data for the
site. While not specifically required, the lead agencies have caused
several original studies, such as the ichthyoplankton analysis, to be
prepared to enhance the analysis of the potential environmental
impacts of the proposed Project. However, as provided by section
15204, State CEQA Guidelines, "CEQA does not require a lead
agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
experimentation recommended or demanded by commentors."

Further, section 15125(a), State CEQA Guidelines, provides in part,
"An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental
conditions in the vicinity of the Project, as they exist at the time the
notice of preparation is published..." (emphasis added). The
information within the document meets and exceeds this
requirement.

The 4.17 million gallons (15,785 m3) per day of seawater uptake,
which is a weighted average, proposed for the Cabrillo Port Project
are significantly (orders of magnitude) lower than typical volumes
used by other LNG or a power generation facility's cooling systems,
both nearshore and offshore and 60% lower than the seawater
uptake values presented in the March 2006 EIS/EIR. The results of
the analysis indicate that the daily mortality for eggs would be
approximately 42,704 eggs and 7,614 larvae per day, representing
less than 0.00000019 percent of the 21,464,100,000,000 eggs and
3,824,100,000,000 larvae found within the Project site. Based on
the small numbers of these species expected to be entrained in the
seawater uptake systems, the impacts on these species would be
less than significant (see Section 4.7 for further information on
impacts on managed fish species). See Appendix H1 for the
ichthyoplankton analysis.

The Ichthyoplankton Analysis is based on current and historical
data and conditions within the identified quadrat and source water
body. The analysis was conducted in the context of the
environmental setting as defined in section 15125(a), State CEQA
Guidelines, and conditions and in coordination and in consultation
with local experts in the field of ichthyoplankton, hydrology, and
fisheries with knowledge and expertise pertaining to the specific
local conditions and dynamics of the area. The overall low density
of zooplankton potentially entrained and the effort to conservatively
assess the losses were based on comparisons to overall plankton



standing stocks in the Southern California Bight that could be
susceptible to entrainment.

2006/G207



G207-204
Continued

G207-205

2006/G207

G207-204 Continued

G207-205
The analysis was conducted to develop, not validate, the
environmental analyses and its conclusions and was based on
predictions of annual water circulation both inshore, offshore and
near the port. Subsequent to the preparation of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR, additional experts in the fields of hydrography
and fisheries were contacted (see Appendix H) to assist in
determining the most accurate source water body for impact
assessment. The experts consulted could not, however, with
confidence, determine exactly how far from the facility zooplankton
would be at risk. It is understood that densities are typically lower in
offshore areas, but the analysis considered samples also very close
to shore in addition to those in mid-depth waters. The USEPA has
indicated in its draft NPDES permit that monitoring will be required.

Responses to the letter cited in Footnote 242 from Robert R.
Warner are included as 2006 Comment Letter P453.



G207-205
Continued

G207-206

G207-207

G207-208

2006/G207

G207-205 Continued

G207-206
Section 4.7.4 contains updated information on uptake volumes and
potential impacts of seawater uptake and discharge on marine
biota, including ichthyoplankton from intake of seawater, from
thermal discharges of cooling water. The ichthyoplankton impact
analysis (Appendix H1) includes both literature results and data
from California Cooperative Oceanic Fisheries Investigations
(CalCOFI) surveys. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently
collected over a period of time and are the best scientific data
currently available.

Responses to the letter cited in Footnote 242 from Robert R.
Warner are included as 2006 Comment Letter P453.

G207-207
The analysis was conducted to develop, not validate, the
environmental analyses and its conclusions and was based on
predictions of annual water circulation both inshore, offshore and
near the port. Subsequent to the preparation of the Revised Draft
EIR, additional experts in the fields of hydrography and fisheries
were contacted (see Appendix H) to assist in determining the most
accurate source water body for impact assessment. The experts
consulted could not, however, with confidence, determine exactly
how far from the facility zooplankton would be at risk. It is
understood that densities are typically lower in offshore areas, but
the analysis considered samples also very close to shore in
addition to those in mid-depth waters. Future monitoring efforts
proposed at the port will aid in determination of impacts.

G207-208
Site-specific data are not available. After consultation with NOAA
and marine biology experts, the use of the CalCOFI database was
determined to be appropriate for the purposes of the analyses
contained in this EIS/EIR. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently
collected over a period of time and are the best scientific data
currently available. See response to Comment G207-198.



G207-208
Continued

G207-209

G207-210

2006/G207

G207-208 Continued

G207-209
The most recent post-2000 data was used for current accuracy of
conditions near and densities within the Bight because this period
reflects the most appropriate ichthyoplankton assemblages
reflective of current hydrodynamic and meteorological conditions.
See response to Comment G207-198.

G207-210
Site-specific data are not available. After consultation with NOAA
and marine biology experts, the use of the CalCOFI database was
determined to be appropriate for the purposes of the analyses
contained in this EIS/EIR. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently
collected over a period of time and are the best scientific data
currently available. See response to Comment G207-198.



G207-210
Continued

G207-211

2006/G207

G207-210 Continued

G207-211
The discussion of the 2005 Exponent study has been removed from
Section 4.7 because other information was considered to be more
relevant.



G207-211
Continued

2006/G207

G207-211 Continued



G207-211
Continued

G207-212

G207-213

2006/G207

G207-211 Continued

G207-212
The information cited was presented to provide a context in which
the seawater uptake of the proposed Project could be viewed
relative to the seawater uptake of other energy facilities. The
document does not base its assessment of the potential impacts of
the proposed Project on a comparison with such facilities, but, as
indicated on the cited page, in its own right as required under law.
The USEPA has declined to establish limits for intake at DWPA
ports, since the number of ports that might be built was considered
too speculative. Also, as a consequence of the Revised Draft EIR,
the Applicant has made extensive modifications to reduce water
use and subsequent impacts to zooplankton resources.

G207-213
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The previously proposed FSRU generator engine cooling
system used seawater as the source of cooling water for the four
generator engines. The Applicant now proposes using a closed
tempered loop cooling system that circulates water from two of the
eight submerged combustion vaporizers (SCVs) through the engine
room and back to the SCVs, which reduces the seawater intake
volume by about 60 percent. The seawater cooling system would
remain in place to serve as a backup system during maintenance of
the SCVs or when the inert gas generator is operating. Section
2.2.2.4 contains a description of the proposed uptakes and water
uses for the FSRU.

Section 4.7.4 contains information on uptake volumes and potential
impacts of seawater uptake and discharge on marine biota,
including ichthyoplankton from intake of seawater, from thermal
discharges of cooling water. The ichthyoplankton impact analysis
(Appendix H1) includes both literature results and data from
California Cooperative Oceanic Fisheries Investigations (CalCOFI)
surveys. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently collected over a
period of time and are the best scientific data currently available.



G207-213
Continued

G207-214

G207-215

G207-216

G207-217

2006/G207

G207-213 Continued

G207-214
See the response to Comment G207-202.

The analysis was conducted to develop, not validate, the
environmental analyses and its conclusions and was based on
predictions of annual water circulation both inshore, offshore and
near the port. Subsequent to the preparation of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR, additional experts in the fields of hydrography
and fisheries were contacted (see Appendix H) to assist in
determining the most accurate source water body for impact
assessment. The experts consulted could not, however, with
confidence, determine exactly how far from the facility zooplankton
would be at risk. It is understood that densities are typically lower in
offshore areas, but the analysis considered samples also very close
to shore in addition to those in mid-depth waters.

G207-215
Appendix D6 contains revised information on the discharge plume
dispersion modeling.

G207-216
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The previously proposed FSRU generator engine cooling
system used seawater as the source of cooling water for the four
generator engines. The Applicant now proposes using a closed
tempered loop cooling system that circulates water from two of the
eight submerged combustion vaporizers (SCVs) through the engine
room and back to the SCVs, which reduces the seawater intake
volume by about 60 percent. The seawater cooling system would
remain in place to serve as a backup system during maintenance of
the SCVs or when the inert gas generator is operating. Section
2.2.2.4 contains a description of the proposed uptakes and water
uses for the FSRU.

Section 4.7.4 contains information on uptake volumes and potential
impacts of seawater uptake and discharge on marine biota,
including ichthyoplankton from intake of seawater and, from thermal
discharges of cooling water. The ichthyoplankton impact analysis
(Appendix H1) includes both literature results and data from
California Cooperative Oceanic Fisheries Investigations (CalCOFI)
surveys. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently collected over a
period of time and are the best scientific data currently available.
See preceding response also.



G207-217
Section 4.7 and Appendix I have been updated to reflect the status
of the ongoing Section 7 ESA consultation for threatened and
endangered marine species.

2006/G207



G207-217
Continued

G207-218

G207-219

G207-220

2006/G207

G207-217 Continued

G207-218
See preceding response.

G207-219
The EIS/EIR stands as the Biological Assessment for the proposed
Project, as specified by a Memorandum of Agreement between the
USCG and NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS. It reflects the most
current status of consultation. As such, it also contains
determinations on whether each federally listed species is likely or
not to be adversely affected, including relevant mitigation measures
that may have played a part in these determinations. Appendix I
contains correspondence related to ongoing ESA consultation.
Further, the document recognizes that additional conditions may be
applied to the Project as part of its subsequent consideration by
regulatory agencies, e.g., the USACE.

G207-220
Responses to each of the summary statements are provided within
the context of the detailed comments submitted regarding each of
the respective issues.

The Applicant has completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way
in accordance with California Department of Fish and Game
protocol. Section 4.8 contains the results of these surveys. Where
surveys were not completed, Section 4.8.4 of the EIS/EIR assumes
the presence of any potentially affected species, evaluates potential
impacts, and identifies mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

Mitigation measures for each significant impact are stipulated
throughout the EIS/EIR and those that require future products, e.g.,
the Biological Resource Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring
Plan, contain a listing of topics that must be addressed. These
requirements are performance standards by which such plans
would be evaluated when it is practical to prepare them. Under the
CEQA, mitigation measures "may specify performance standards
which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which



may be accomplished in more than one specific way." (State CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.4(b)). NEPA does not require
performance measures for proposed mitigation but only requires
mitigation measures to be identified (40 CFR 1502.14(f) and
1502.16(h)). The various Federal and State permits (e.g., CWA,
Section 404, Streambed Alteration Agreement) required for the
Project may contain additional conditions as a component of that
permit. In such cases the issuing agency would be responsible for
ensuring compliance. Permits may not be granted until the NEPA
and CEQA processes have been completed and the lead agencies
have acted on the Project, in part because agencies rely on the
analysis included in the EIS/EIR.

2006/G207



G207-220
Continued

2006/G207

G207-220 Continued



G207-220
Continued

G207-221

G207-222

2006/G207

G207-220 Continued

G207-221
The Applicant has completed wetland delineations using Army
Corps of Engineers definitions and California Coastal Commission
and California Department of Fish and Game wetland definitions
(where appropriate) for the proposed pipeline routes, both within
and without the "coastal zone." Section 4.8.1 presents a discussion
of baseline wetland conditions from these wetland delineations.

G207-222
The sensitive plant and wildlife species discussed in Section 4.8
were compiled from both queries of the CNDDB and in consultation
with the USFWS and CDFG.

The Applicant has completed surveys in accordance with California
Department of Fish and Game protocol. Where surveys were not
completed, the EIS/EIR assumes the presence of any potentially
affected species, evaluates potential impacts, and provides
appropriate mitigation to avoid or sufficiently reduce potential
impacts and mitigation accordingly.

The need for additional pre-construction surveys has been stated in
Section 4.8, and appropriate state and Federal agencies will
determine which surveys are needed. It is widely known and
accepted that the exact location of a sensitive species or habitat is
kept confidential for protection of the species or habitat, and as
such will not be published in a public document. Maps showing
general locations of sensitive habitats are included in Section 4.8.



G207-222
Continued

G207-223

G207-224

G207-225

2006/G207

G207-222 Continued

G207-223
Riparian vegetation types within the corridor evaluated are shown
on Figures 4.8-5, 4.8-6 and 4.8-7 for the proposed Line 225
Pipeline Loop along with other vegetation types. Vegetation types
for the proposed Center Road Pipeline are shown on Figures
4.8-1a and 4.8-1b.

G207-224
Again, the document, in the interest of full disclosure, reveals both
the extent of historical knowledge and current resource status.

Section 4.8.4 contains revised text on potential impacts on
terrestrial biological resources and mitigation measures to address
such impacts.

G207-225
The Applicant has completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way
in accordance with California Department of Fish and Game
protocol. Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets
the California Coastal Commission and California Department of
Fish and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a
burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
contains the results of these surveys, and Section 4.8.4 contains
mitigation measures. Additional preconstruction plant and wildlife
surveys, specific to the final construction timeline and designated
pipeline alignment, would be completed for special status species,
federally listed species, or California protected species specified by
the USFWS or the CDFG, to minimize the potential for causing
mortality of local wildlife. However, for purposes of the impact
analyses and resultant mitigation, all relevant species are
presumed to exist in the vicinity of the proposed Project.



G207-225
Continued

G207-226

G207-227

G207-228

2006/G207

G207-225 Continued

G207-226
Terrestrial biological resources were evaluated within a pipeline
corridor that would include both the construction and permanent
rights-of-way. Even though the precise alignment of the pipeline
within the corridor would not be determined by SoCalGas until final
engineering design, the impacts of any potential pipeline
alignments within the corridor have been evaluated.

G207-227
Tables 4.18-5 and 4.18-6 in Section 4.18 (Water Quality) describe
crossing methods for each waterbody on the proposed Center
Road Pipeline and the Line 225 Pipeline Loop.

G207-228
We believe the noted exclusions are supportable as indicated
below.

Second criterion: All areas that would be disturbed by pipeline
construction would be returned to their original condition by
implementing revegetation and restoration efforts to comply with
permit stipulations and conditions. In the event that restoration
efforts fail or would exceed the 3-year timeframe to return to
pre-construction conditions, the restoration plan that will be
developed for the habitat impacts would have success criteria and
contingency measures if restoration goals and objectives were not
meet.

Third criterion: The Project would not cause a potential public
health hazard through the use, production, or disposal of materials
that pose a hazard to wildlife or fish populations in the area. The
HDD drilling fluids are not considered hazardous waste or
hazardous materials. If the alternative route for the Line 225 Loop
were selected and the HDD construction method was used, the
significance criterion for water quality and sediments (see Section
4.18.3) would apply to address any impacts.

Sixth criterion: Installation of the pipeline regarding water crossings
may use temporary cofferdams if there is a surface water flow
during the time of construction. However, construction would be
timed during months when surface water flow is expected to be
minimal or nonexistent, thus reducing the probability that temporary
cofferdams would be needed. San Francisquito Creek is a wildlife
migratory corridor but the final installation of the project would not
impede any wildlife movement because the pipeline would be



installed within or under existing bridges during times of very low or
no surface water flow.

2006/G207



G207-228
Continued

G207-229

G207-230

2006/G207

G207-228 Continued

G207-229
The Applicant has completed surveys in accordance with California
Department of Fish and Game protocol. Where surveys were not
completed, the EIS/EIR assumes the presence of any potentially
affected species, evaluates potential impacts, and provides
appropriate mitigation to avoid or sufficiently reduce potential
impacts and provides appropriate mitigation to avoid or sufficiently
reduce potential impacts.

G207-230
To the contrary, the maximum linear feet of trees that could be
removed were reported in Table 4.8-6 of the March 2006 Revised
Draft EIR and this maximum was used to determine the impact
severity and mitigation measures.



G207-231

G207-232

2006/G207

G207-231
The Applicant has completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way
in accordance with California Department of Fish and Game
protocol. Section 4.8 contains the results of these surveys. Where
surveys were not completed, Section 4.8.4 of the EIS/EIR assumes
the presence of any potentially affected species, evaluates potential
impacts, and identifies mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

Mitigation measures for each significant impact are stipulated
throughout the EIS/EIR and those that require future products, e.g.,
the Biological Resource Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring
Plan, contain a listing of topics that must be addressed. These
requirements are performance standards by which such plans
would be evaluated when it is practical to prepare them. Under the
CEQA, mitigation measures "may specify performance standards
which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which
may be accomplished in more than one specific way." (State CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.4(b)). NEPA does not require
performance measures for proposed mitigation but only requires
mitigation measures to be identified (40 CFR 1502.14(f) and
1502.16(h)). The various Federal and State permits (e.g., CWA,
Section 404, Streambed Alteration Agreement) required for the
Project may contain additional conditions as a component of that
permit. In such cases the issuing agency would be responsible for
ensuring compliance. Permits may not be granted until the NEPA
and CEQA processes have been completed and the lead agencies
have acted on the Project, in part because agencies rely on the
analysis included in the EIS/EIR.

G207-232
The comment misinterprets the meaning and function of section
15065 within Article 5 (Preliminary Review of Projects and Conduct
of Initial Study), State CEQA Guidelines. As indicated in section
15065, an EIR is required if any of the specified criteria is met.
Contrary to the comment, section 15091 of the State CEQA
Guidelines specifies the Findings that must be made for any
potential significant impact identified in an EIR should the lead
agency approve a project.



The Applicant has completed surveys in accordance with California
Department of Fish and Game protocol. Where surveys were not
completed, the EIS/EIR assumes the presence of any potentially
affected species, evaluates potential impacts, and provides
appropriate mitigation to avoid or sufficiently reduce potential
impacts and mitigation accordingly.

The suggested change regarding the California newt has been
made.

The impact on the unarmored threespined stickleback is not
considered significant because a drilling fluid leak into the riverbed
is not likely, and other construction-related fluids that might seep
into the river bed would be captured, as stated in Section 4.8.4.

As stated in Section 4.8, potential burrowing owl habitat was found
during burrowing owl surveys, but no owls or evidence of owls were
found.

Table 4.8-6 presents an analysis of trees along the proposed
Center Road Pipeline, including an assessment of nesting activity.
Species of concern evaluated were identified through consultation
with the California Department of Fish and Game.

2006/G207



G207-232
Continued

G207-233

2006/G207

G207-232 Continued

G207-233
The impacts identified reflect the results of consultation with
appropriate State and Federal agencies. See Appendix I. As
discussed in Section 4.8.4, reductions in the range or numbers of
rare species, or "take" of the Unarmored Threespine Stickleback, is
not anticipated with implementation of the identified mitigation.
Appendix M contains the Water Quality Construction Best
Management Practices that would further reduce the chances of
erosion affecting sensitive species and habitats; therefore, the
potential impact is appropriately designated as Class II (NEPA
major or moderate adverse, short- or long-term).



G207-234

G207-235

G207-236

2006/G207

G207-234
Section 4.8.4 discusses various ways in which known habitat for
the unarmored threespine stickleback would be protected
throughout construction. Although there are ways in which this
habitat could possibly be affected, as discussed in Section 4.8.4,
these are considered remote possibilities for the reasons stated.

G207-235
Section 4.8.4 discusses measures that would be taken to minimize
impacts on wetlands (Impact TerrBio-3). In addition, the BMPs (see
Appendix M) would further reduce impacts on sensitive species and
habitats.

G207-236
Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.2 contain information on Project emissions
of greenhouse gases and recent California legislation regarding
emissions of greenhouse gases.



G207-236
Continued

G207-237

2006/G207

G207-236 Continued

G207-237
For mitigation measures regarding spills of drilling fluids and
petroleum products onshore, refer to MM WAT-3a in Section
4.18.4, and MM HAZ-2a and MM HAZ-2b in Section 4.12.4.
Furthermore, the document specifies the content of and
performance standards for the Drilling Fluid Release Monitoring
Plan(see Appendix D1), as provided in section 15126.4(a)(1)(B),
State CEQA Guidelines.



G207-238

G207-239

2006/G207

G207-238
Terrestrial biological resources were evaluated within a pipeline
corridor that would include both the construction and permanent
rights-of-way. Even though the precise alignment of the pipeline
within the corridor would not be determined by SoCalGas until final
engineering design, the impacts of any potential pipeline
alignments within the corridor have been evaluated.

The text regarding CDFG approval of tree species to be planted
has been clarified.

Oak tree impacts and mitigation measures are discussed in Section
4.8.4.

G207-239
First, the Applicant, in agreeing to this condition, bears the risk of
the indicated circumstance and second, this mitigation is not
deferred, but rather its application is made contingent on the
potential occurrence of such circumstance.

Furthermore, biological monitors would have the authority to stop
construction if previously undetected sensitive resources are found
within the construction ROW until the time that the USFWS and
CDFG have given guidance on how to proceed without resulting in
significant impacts. This is similar to the stop work authority given
to monitors for cultural resources (see AM CULT-3a).



G207-239
Continued

G207-240

G207-241

G207-242

2006/G207

G207-239 Continued

G207-240
The Applicant has completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way
in accordance with California Department of Fish and Game
protocol. Section 4.8 contains the results of these surveys. Where
surveys were not completed, Section 4.8.4 of the EIS/EIR assumes
the presence of any potentially affected species, evaluates potential
impacts, and identifies mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

Mitigation measures for each significant impact are stipulated
throughout the EIS/EIR and those that require future products, e.g.,
the Biological Resource Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring
Plan, contain a listing of topics that must be addressed. These
requirements are performance standards by which such plans
would be evaluated when it is practical to prepare them. Under the
CEQA, mitigation measures "may specify performance standards
which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which
may be accomplished in more than one specific way." (State CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.4(b)). NEPA does not require
performance measures for proposed mitigation but only requires
mitigation measures to be identified (40 CFR 1502.14(f) and
1502.16(h)). The various Federal and State permits (e.g., CWA,
Section 404, Streambed Alteration Agreement) required for the
Project may contain additional conditions as a component of that
permit. In such cases the issuing agency would be responsible for
ensuring compliance. Permits may not be granted until the NEPA
and CEQA processes have been completed and the lead agencies
have acted on the Project, in part because agencies rely on the
analysis included in the EIS/EIR.

G207-241
First, we are unable to find any reference to the identification of
buffers on the page cited.

Second, TerrBio-2a specifically states that, "Flagging, mapping,
and fencing would be used to protect any special status plants
within 200 feet (61 m) of the ROW." Also, as stipulated, required



buffers would be determined by a biological monitor who would be
cognizant of established resource agency guidelines and could, as
stipulated, involve both the CDFG and the USFWS.

G207-242
Any additions to the measures outlined in AM TerrBio-4a for weed
management would be made in consultation with Federal, State
and local agencies. As discussed in Section 4.13.3, approximately
90 percent of the lands adjoining the proposed Center Road
Pipeline route are in agricultural use; in residential and business
areas, the ROW would be located in existing streets or other ROW
in accordance with the franchise agreement.
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G207-242 Continued

G207-243
Tables 4.18-5 and 4.18-6 in Section 4.18 (Water Quality) describe
crossing methods for each waterbody on the proposed Center
Road Pipeline and the Line 225 Pipeline Loop.

To the contrary, MM TerrBio-2f specifies how the Applicant "shall
avoid, minimize, and compensate for impacts on riparian habitat
during construction due to trenching or open cut crossings of
waters of the United States." MM TerrBio-3a also states "Impacts
on wetlands or waters of the United States that provide habitat for
special status plant species shall be avoided, minimized, or
reduced."

G207-244
The Applicant has completed surveys in accordance with California
Department of Fish and Game protocol. Where surveys were not
completed, the EIS/EIR assumes the presence of any potentially
affected species, evaluates potential impacts, and provides
appropriate mitigation to avoid or sufficiently reduce potential
impacts, and mitigation accordingly.

G207-245
Terrestrial biological resources were evaluated within a pipeline
corridor that would include both the construction and permanent
rights-of-way. Even though the precise alignment of the pipeline
within the corridor would not be determined by SoCalGas until final
engineering design, the impacts of any potential pipeline
alignments within the corridor have been evaluated.

Further, the intent of AM TerrBio-1a is to control erosion during
pipeline construction. Restoration requirements are specified
elsewhere, e.g., in MM TerrBio-2f.
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G207-245 Continued

G207-246
Mitigation measures under Impact TerrBio-2 in Section 4.8.4
discuss protection of sensitive resources both within and adjacent
to the construction ROW.
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G207-246 Continued

G207-247
Any additions to the measures outlined in AM TerrBio-4a for weed
management would be made in consultation with Federal, State
and local agencies. As discussed in Section 4.13.3, approximately
90 percent of the lands adjoining the proposed Center Road
Pipeline route are in agricultural use; in residential and business
areas, the ROW would be located in existing streets or other ROW
in accordance with the franchise agreement.

G207-248
First, with respect to the identification of wetlands, the Applicant
has completed wetland delineations (using Army Corps of
Engineers definitions and California Coastal Commission and
California Department of Fish and Game wetland definitions where
appropriate) for the proposed pipeline routes. Section 4.8.1
presents a discussion of baseline wetland conditions from these
wetland delineations.

See also Tables 4.8-2a and 4.8-2b in Section 4.8.1. TerrBio-3a
requires the identification and marking of wetland areas to be
avoided during construction and operation activities. See the
response to the comment below.

G207-249
Most of the wetlands that would be crossed using trenching are
agricultural ditches. In many places along the proposed pipeline
routes where more valuable wetland resources exist, i.e., shore
crossing and riparian zones, techniques such HDB and use of
existing pipe bridges have been incorporated into the Project
design, and Section 4.8 has been updated to reflect this. In
addition, MM TerrBio-3a, which limits the width of ROWs through
wetlands and waters, illustrates the avoidance of some sensitive
biological resources.
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G207-249 Continued

G207-250
Section 4.8.3 of the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR states that
construction activities of the proposed Project would avoid the
western snowy plover nesting season. Nesting times to be avoided
during construction for all bird species of concern have been
updated in Section 4.8.

G207-251
The text referred to also indicates that bank stabilization would only
occur as necessary and would be accompanied by revegetation.
Note that MM TerrBio-2f, Riparian Avoidance and Restoration,
would also apply for Impact TerrBio-3.

G207-252
Section 2.7.2 discusses this topic.

G207-253
See also the response (G207-220) to the comment in the middle of
page 90 of this letter. Terrestrial biological resources were
evaluated within a pipeline corridor that would include both the
construction and permanent rights-of-way. Even though the precise
alignment of the pipeline within the corridor would not be
determined by SoCalGas until final engineering design, the impacts
of any potential pipeline alignments within the corridor have been
evaluated for the proposed Project and compared with alternative
routes referred to in the comment.

Last, conclusions about whether the Line 225 Alternative avoids or
substantially lessens significant terrestrial biology impacts could not
be made until the analysis was completed.
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G207-254
We disagree with this conclusion because the consistency of the
proposed Project with local plans and policies regarding biological
resources was analyzed. Table 4.8-10 identifies those plans and
policies relevant to the proposed action.

The Project would not conflict with provisions of an ongoing wetland
restoration project, adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
State habitat conservation plan or biological resource preservation
policy. The Project would not impact any ongoing restoration
project or conservation plan.

Habitat impacts associated with Ormond Beach would be avoided
by using HDB technology to install the pipeline across the beach,
and all construction activities would be confined to the Reliant
Energy Ormond Beach Generating Station. The Line 225 Pipelines
route would be installed within the existing bridge girder system
while controlling for any potential impacts (e.g., introduction of
construction debris to creek), thereby eliminating any impacts on
the habitat along the Santa Clara River and San Francisquito
Creek. In addition, the Applicant would avoid disturbing nesting
birds such as the western snowy plover by construction outside the
nesting season.

As stated in Section 4.8.1.1, wetlands within the ROW along the
coastline were delineated to meet the CCC and CDFG wetland
definitions, and the section further describes the Applicant's
responsibility to comply with the California Coastal Management
Act, and CCC.

The pipeline would be installed beneath the wetlands within
Ormond Beach using an HDB method, thereby avoiding surface
disturbance to these wetlands.

Project impacts on special status species and their habitats within
the coastal zone would be avoided by installing the pipeline
beneath Ormond Beach using an HDB method. No water quality
impacts are expected to occur on wetlands or water features within
Ormond Beach because of the HDB technology.
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G207-254 Continued

G207-255
Sections 4.7 and 4.8 and Appendix I have been updated to reflect
the status of consultations with the USFWS and NOAA Fisheries.

G207-256
As stated in Section 1.2.3, "[t]he California Legislature recognizes
that the CEC is the State's principal energy policy and planning
organization and the CEC is responsible for determining the energy
needs of California." The EIS/EIR acknowledges the contribution of
energy conservation and renewables to meet California's energy
needs in Sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3. However, the 2005
California Energy Action Plan states explicitly that "California must
also promote infrastructure enhancements, such as additional
pipeline and storage capacity, and diversify supply sources to
include liquefied natural gas (LNG)."
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G207-257
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 1.2.5 and 3.3 contain information on
the adequacy of alternatives. Under NEPA and the CEQA, a
reasonable range of alternatives must be considered to permit a
reasoned choice of alternatives with respect to their environmental
aspects.

Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an



agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a
limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements. Revisions to Chapter 3 clarify and
elaborate on the "Alternatives Eliminated from Further Analysis"
and "Alternatives Evaluated in Chapter 4."

As discussed in Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, energy conservation and
use of renewable energy sources do not meet the projected energy
needs of California, as determined by the California Energy
Commission in its 2005 Integrated Energy Policy Report Committee
Final Report. The projected energy gap is to be filled by seeking
additional supplies of natural gas, including LNG. The project goal
of fulfilling California's and the nation's short- and mid-term natural
gas supply needs or diversifying the supply of natural gas should
be viewed in this context.

Section 3.2 identifies the range of alternatives considered. Section
3.3 discusses 18 potential locations for the deepwater port. It builds
on previous California Coastal Commission studies that evaluated
nearly 100 locations. In addition, Table 3.2-1 identifies six
alternative technologies that are evaluated.

The selection of the No Action Alternative by decision-makers, for
which they have full discretion, would not fulfill the purpose and
need of the Project to supply natural gas to California consumers
but would maintain, for an indeterminate time, the status quo of
California's and the nation's existing and projected energy supply
mix, including conservation and renewable energy sources.

As discussed in Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, the MARAD and the
CSLC do not have the authority to initiate or implement additional
broad-based, long-term conservation or renewable energy policy
measures. They also do not have control over whether such
measures will be proposed, approved, and implemented, or the
time frame over which these actions might occur. Nonetheless, the
agencies' actions could impact the State's energy supply mix. Any
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decision by the government to increase subsidies or otherwise
promote additional conservation or renewable energy would be
independent actions taken on this DWP application by MARAD and
the CSLC.

G207-258
Thank you for the information. Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1,
3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain information on the need for natural gas,
the role and status of energy conservation and renewable energy
sources, and the California Energy Action Plan.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.
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